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GarrieLp C. THompson anv Rusye A. HaxKerson, 4 
Appellants, ik 

vs. t. 

LawRENCE Jounson, Mantua M. Prater, ‘f 
Appellees. a 

BRIEF ON BEHALF OF APPELLEES : 
. 

QUESTIONS PRESENTED IN THIS CAUSE a 


1. Did the United States District Court act properly in Bi. 
dismissing the suit below when the plaintiffs below delayed 
the filing of a more specific and definite complaint for 
seventy days beyond the time allowed by the Court? 


2. Did the appellants herein, plaintiffs below, come into | a 
court with clean hands? i 
3. Were the allegations contained in counts 1 and 2 of 
the amended complaint filed in the United States District a 
Court on October 1, 1956 cause for dismissing said suit. i 
is. 


i. 
i’ 
ie 
e . 
. A > 


INDEX TO APPELLEE’S BRIEF 


1. Statement of Questions Presented. 


2. Index and Table of Cases. 
2. Statement of Case and Statutes Involved. 


3. Summary of Argument. 
3. Argument. 


4, Authorities as to Questions: 


STATEMENT OF CASE 

The case is. set forth in appellants appendix at page 14, 
which is a copy of the order in the United States District 
Court for the District of Columbia dismissing the suit, two 
reasons being set forth (a) laches on the part of the ap- 
pellants herein in filing the more specific and definite com- 
plaint, and (b) by the unclean hands of the plaintiffs below 
in attempting to have the Court enforce an unworthy under- 
taking. The appellants did not come into Court with clean 
hands. 


STATUTES INVOLVED IN THIS CAUSE 
STATUTE OF FRAUDS 


Title 12, Section 302, District of Columbia Code, 1951 
Edition. 
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SUMMARY OF ARGUMENT 
The appellants in their suit in the United States District 


Court for the District of Columbia attempted to proceed 
in violation of the Statute of Frauds. 


The appellants in their complaint filed in the U. S. Dis- 
trict Court for the District of Columbia violated Rule 8 (a) 
2 of the Rules of Civil Procedure for the District Courts of 
the United States. 


















iy : The appellants in their complaints below, asked the 
4d Court to aid them in attempting to do a fraudulent act. 












ARGUMENT 


The appellants are guilty of laches in waiting more than 
seventy days more than the time allowed by the United 






io eee 









a ., States District Court for the filing of a more specific and , 
, 3 definite complaint. ; 
The appellants are relying on an alleged verbal promise, : 





which is contrary to the Statute of Frauds. 





The appellants by their own averments were making an 
attempt to ‘‘cireumvent an order of this court in Civil 
Action No. 876-54, Hankerson vs. Hankerson’’. 












The appellants do not allege any consideration for the 






a alleged promise of one of the appellees, with respect to a 
f conveyance of land. 






The appellants have made no tender of funds to pay for 
the land which they claim was to be conveyed to them. 


J. Frayxir Wrsox, 
Attorney for Appellees. 
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1. Laches: Bliss-vs. Blass, 55 App. D. C. 3. 
Chiswell vs. Johnston, 55 App. D. C. 
2. Coming into court with clean hands: 
May vs. Schofield, 6 D. C. 235. 
Eichelberger vs. Symons, 53 App. D. C. 116. 
. Ridgway vs. Hays, 5 Cranch CC 414. 
Crrarions oF Cases For APPELLEES 
. Anapolis Company vs. Wardman, 59 App. D.C. 321. 
Bank of Columbia vs. Dunlop’s Heirs, 3 Cranch 414 
Bell & H. Co. vs, Bliss, 262 Fed 131. 
Creswell vs. Lanahan, 101 U.S. 347. 
May vs. Schofield, 6 D. C. 235. 
Ridgway vs. Hays, 5 Cranch CC 23. 
Thurston vs.. McClellan, 34 App. D. C. 294. 
Ochs vs. Weu, 79 U. S. 84. 
Shell Eastern Petroleum Products vs. White, 62 App 
D. C. 332. 
Fitzgan vs. Burke, D. C. Mun. App., 61 Atlantic 2nd 
721. 


CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE OF TYPEWRITTEN COPY 

This is to certify that a true copy of the attached type- 
written brief was served personally upon Garfield C. 
Thompson, Esquire, attorney for appellants this 5th day 
of November, 1957 at 3:00 o’clock P. M., by the under- 
signed, and that a copy thereof is in the hands of the 
Unique Printers and Engravers, 2005 11th Street, N. W., 
and that no changes in the printed form to he filed herein 
are to be made, except for minor changes of corrections in 
spelling as provided in Rule 18 (d) of this court. 

J. Franxirx Wrison, 
$$ O55_ 4-6) Attorney for Appellees. 
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